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Date: 23 Jul 93 10:40:42 EDT
From: psinntp!arrl.org@uunet.uu.net
Subject: ARRL opposes temporary permits
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

In rec.radio.amateur.policy, kb7uv@panix.com (Andrew Funk) writes:

>In article <22mh69INNn2s@west.West.Sun.COM> flloyd@l1-a.west.sun.com (Fred Lloyd [Phoenix SE]) writes:

>>I'll be the first to admit that I don't know who my local section
>>manager is.  I didn't vote at all in the last local section election.

>Then, IMHO, you have no right whatsoever to comment on ARRL actions. 

Believe it or not, I will disagree, although I am probably about as
far from League policy as I can get without getting canned. :-).
IMHO, people who choose to be League members and those who choose NOT
to be League members have every right to comment on ARRL actions. 
Those who choose not to support us because they have a fundamental
disgreement about our actions and policies have every right to speak
out about their continued opinions of our actions (or inactions). 

Now, Fred may have less "right" to comment on the actions of his Section
Manager, but he may have had good reason to chose not to vote.

My main disagreement with Fred is with his figures about voter turnout
percentages. Even if he were right, I suspect that those who really
care one way or the other who their Division Director or Section Manger
is vote. Most of those who don't care, don't vote. Most of the latter
don't make much of a fuss one way or the other. Fred seems to be
the exception.

>>I don't think that it's possible for anyone other than myself to
>>represent my views when it comes to voting for change.  There could
>>not have possibly been a nominee who represented my views on all of
>>the issues which might arise.  Why then, should I compromise by voting
>>for a candidate which possibly represented some of my views?
>
>
>Do you vote in governmental elections?  Are you at all familiar with how
>representational government works?

>However, this requires you to become active and involved.

>If you choose to do this, great!  The ARRL, like all organizations, will
>be better off with more debate and ideas.  Participation is what makes the
>difference.

Amen!


-----
Ed Hare, KA1CV                  ehare@arrl.org
American Radio Relay League
225 Main St.
Newington, CT  06111            "You will never put the puzzle together
(203) 666-1541 - voice          if you keep putting all of the pieces
ARRL Laboratory Supervisor      back in the box." Colleen
RFI, xmtr and rcvr testing      
-----

------------------------------

Date: Sat, 24 Jul 1993 03:10:13 GMT
From: anomaly.sbs.com!kd1hz@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Give a VE $5.60, walk
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

floyd@nraven.wariat.org (Douglas Dever) writes:

>In a few years No-Coders will be the "*majority*" or 
>amateur radio operators.  

Doubtful, since a majority of the no-code licensees are upgrading,
according to VECs.

>Maybe if the old hams like yourself
>would try and assist in upgrading and teaching these amateurs,
>they'd do the same after and the amateur VHF spectrum might be
>a much nicer place.

But, we do assist new amateurs. I assist in the coordination of several
area nets designed to help amateurs upgrade their license class, and to
give help to new amateurs in the hobby.

However, when someone asks a question here about a subject that is
straight out of the novice and/or tech question pools, I really have
to stop and ask "what has become of this hobby?"

MD

------------------------------

Date: Sat, 24 Jul 1993 04:27:35 GMT
From: anomaly.sbs.com!kd1hz@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Give a VE $5.60, walk
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

kevin@TorreyPinesCA.ncr.com (Kevin Sanders) writes:

>Geez, Michael, you're twisting my words around here.  I never generalized
>that all no-coders were bad.  I was one myself not too long ago!  I was
>trying to say that making it easier to get into the hobby due to elimination
>of CW requirement for VHF, and due to dumbing down of the written exams,
>has enabled people who are *not* interested in amateur radio as anything
>other than extended CB to enter the hobby in increasing numbers.  These
>people are the ones I referred to as "empty calories".

And these are people I refer to as having a no-clue license.


>My question to the ARRL, who I
>must assume is ultimately responsible for the content of the entry-level
>license exams, is: how can you justify making the tests easier in order to
>get more people involved in the hobby, when the cost may be the redefinition
>of the very hobby you are trying to revitalize?  

Ah, your mistake is attempting to rationalize it from a ham's perspective.
Rationalize it from the more hams means more $$$ in our treasury and
everything becomes crystal clear.


>I'm not that cynical.  I believe the ARRL has attempted to boost the
>amateur ranks because they think there's safety in numbers.  The more
>hams we have, the more frequencies we use, the less apt the FCC is to
>take them away from us.  

Bullshit. The influx of new hams has done little to "populate" under-
utilized bands like 220 and 900 mhz. All it has done is overcrowd and
ruin 144mhz. What makes you think people are going to start using
those bands, when those radios are hundreds of dollars more expensive?

>And if we lose the ability to police our
>own bands because we can't handle the slime we let into the hobby,
>all the more reason for the FCC to take the frequencies away.

We've already lost it. When you catch a jammer, the FCC doesn't want to
hear about it. Around here, at least.

>Rev., I am truly horrified!  Are you actually a televangelist on the side? ;-)
>Seriously, what good is charging such exhorbitant rates?  Anyone able
>afford to pay even the $250 fee is probably rich enough he buys all his
>equipment and pays someone to solder his PL-259s for him.  

1. Incentive licensing. You upgrade, you pay less. 2) Its a one-time fee.
No yearly dues.


>The really bad apples don't need to cry for HF privs.  They transmit
>what they want, where they want.  I know some who, among other things,
>have talked on police frequencies, used their ham gear to talk on 11M
>with illegal power, and jammed local repeaters.  They then brag about
>their "accomplishments" at the club meeting.  Blleaach.  Do we want to
>make it easier for more of these people to become hams?  I think not.


Oh yeah, we've got one of these around here too. He jams police calls
with his amateur radio, has been arrested and convicted (record sealed),
continues to jam the amateur bands, and is STILL one of the local ARES
DECs. Sickening, eh?


MD

------------------------------

Date: Fri, 23 Jul 1993 16:13:25 GMT
From: nntp.ucsb.edu!mustang.mst6.lanl.gov!nntp-server.caltech.edu!elroy.jpl.nasa.gov!usc!howland.reston.ans.net!noc.near.net!news.bbn.com!petra!popovich@network.ucsd.edu
Subject: Give a VE $5.60, walk
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

Cliff Sharp brings up some points:

>The license allows you this privilege		You should/should not be exam'ed
>satellite					yes
>EME						yes
>packet						yes
>CW						no
>repairing a broken power cord			yes, but only marginally
>meteor scatter					yes
>ATV						yes
>facsimile					yes
>slow-scan TV					yes
>
>   Do I note an inconsistency here?

The license questions are supposed to show that you know how to set up
and use the equipment on that mode in such a way that you will be safe
and will not unduly interfere with others.  They don't test the
ability to get an intelligible message through using the mode.  The CW
test is the only mode for which this is tested.  For example, you can
ask on a test some simple question such as whether or not you have to
find your own downlink frequency before you can have a successful
satellite QSO, but you don't bring in a rig and ask the examinee to do
so.  That comes with experience using the mode.  Likewise, I can see
requiring a ham to "know" Morse code in the sense of knowing that
dah-di-dah-dit is the letter C, but not necessarily having proficiency
in sending or receiving CW at a particular speed.  That should come
with experience.  If that particular ham chooses not to operate CW,
then there will be no experience and thus no proficiency, but it
will not be missed.

I belive in testing basic knowledge, as opposed to testing
proficiency.  With the knowlege, proficiency will come in time if it
is needed.

>   The FCC _doesn't_ administer the six classes of ham radio licenses that we
>have now.  VEC's do.  The FCC just types it in.  And considering that someone
>else posted that FCC is updating their software to understand more than five
>classes of license, it's not that much harder to include endorsements as
>other "classes" (at least as far as the computer software goes) in the new
>software.

That's funny, my license has the FCC seal on it, not the ARRL logo.
And it says, "FCC form 660", not "ARRL form 660" or "W5YI form 660" or
what-have-you.  The FCC has the final authority and responsibility for
regulating radiocommunication in the United States, within the bounds
set out for it by Congress.  It may delegate particular tasks to the
VEC's, but that does not mean that it has handed over its authority to
them.  Just watch what happens if one of the VEC's should decide
unilaterally, say, to abolish the 20-wpm code test for the Extra-class
license, and you'll understand the difference between a few delegated
tasks and real regulatory authority. :-)
	-Steve, WB3I

------------------------------

Date: 23 Jul 93 11:29:43
From: idacrd.ccr-p.ida.org!idacrd!n4hy@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Give a VE $5.60, walk
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

jerry@isi.com says:

>And don't give me that nonsense about having large numbers is the only
>way to save our bands. Who really thinks our bands will be safe just
>because they're populated with millions of drivilling idiots?

You can't be very active or you would know that 75 meter SSB and 20 meters
is completely covered up with the driveling idiots who have passed their
morse tests.

BMc

--
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Robert W. McGwier                  | n4hy@ccr-p.ida.org
Center for Communications Research | Interests: amateur radio, astronomy,golf
Princeton, N.J. 08520              | Asst Scoutmaster Troop 5700, Hightstown

------------------------------

Date: Fri, 23 Jul 1993 16:27:48 GMT
From: noc.near.net!news.bbn.com!petra!popovich@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Give a VE $5.60, walk
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

>   And those of us who feel we've lost an important contingency factor.  I've
>been in places where I could just barely hit a repeater or another station,
>where voice communication was out of the question; but I could always count on
>being able to use some means to be understood, because the ham out there could
>at least copy 5 WPM CW.  Fortunately for me, I never actually needed the
>capability, but I've heard from others who have needed to rely on that.

Actually, the ham out there demonstrated the ability to "at least copy
5 WPM CW" at one particular point in his life, which might have been
20, 30 or more years ago.  I wouldn't count on that OF remembering the
code from 'way back when if I were you, Cliff. :-) Perhaps it was only
carelessness, but around here, you hear things like I did the other
day: A perfectly intelligible repeater ID, at a speed that felt like
somewhere around 10 WPM and identifying the repeater as W1OJ/R,
followed immediately by somebody translating it as W1OXR.  I don't
remember for sure, but I think the "somebody" had an Extra-class call.
He passed a 20-wpm test at one time, but apparently can't reliably
copy 10 WPM or so now.  Oh well, at least somebody else immediately
corrected him (not me, I was just lurking :-).

>   That's gone forever.  Now, I have to make sure I carry a 100 AH battery
>over my shoulder and strap a 50W linear onto my backpack to make sure I can
>reach anyone in case of emergency.  Oh, and don't forget the 11-element beam
>and the RG-213U...

Actually, that seems like a much more reliable communications system
than trying to send Morse code through repeater kerchunks. :-) And if
you go by Field Day, more representative of the way that hams would
handle a communications emergency.

Speaking of which, has anybody heard any stories about ham
communications helping out in the midwest flood?  It seems like there
should be a good number of telephone substations under water out
there, so the hams should have been kicking in big time.
	-Steve, WB3I

------------------------------

Date: 23 Jul 93 18:35:04 EDT
From: psinntp!arrl.org@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Give a VE $5.60, walk
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

In rec.radio.amateur.policy, system@garlic.sbs.com (Tony Pelliccio) writes:
<deleted>
>
>While I agree that not all no-coders are what Mike might paint them to
>be, there are some that are and those are the ones that we need to head
>off. I'll give you a perfect example. I found out after giving an exam
>to someone that the guy was running a 1kw amp on his 11m rig and anytime
>a ham neighbor of his got on 10m the idiot would point his beam at the
>hams house and start keying up. Is this what we want on VHF/UHF? I think
>not. Maybe we should implement pyschological testing for all potential
>hams. :) That'd weed out alot of undesirables, like myself and Mike. :)

Psychological testing might do it, but giving this person a
code test certainly wouldn't! I doubt you'd find any
psychological difference between a ham who took a code test
and one who didn't. Those of you who are inclined to go 
back and read old QSTs should go _way_ back and read about
the problems with "lids" in 1916, 1925, 1938 . . . .  Maxim
was probably only half kidding when he conjured up the
Wouff Hong. And everyone had to pass a code test then.

Unfortunately, intolerance of those who think, act or look
differently is not new. Removing the code requirement for a
Technician-class license has resulted in major growth in the
number of hams. It isn't unreasonable to expect some growth
in the number of poor operators, too. I was about as ignorant
as they come when I was licensed in 1962. Fortunately, there
were a few older hams around who didn't look down their noses
at me because I didn't take the Class B or Class A tests
they had to take to get licensed. They didn't make me feel 
like a second-class citizen because I memorized a few questions
on the Novice exam and just copied 5 WPM. I have friends who
barely made it through the 13-WPM test, and have never made a
CW contact--ever. If knowledge of the code is considered a
prerequisite to being a "real" ham, I'm sure we could find
several other equally specious criteria that would eliminate
most of the no-code haters from consideration. Did you take 
your code test at a VE session? Was it a multiple-choice code
exam? I took my Extra exam in NYC in 1973, in front of an FCC
examiner: 20 WPM straight copy. I did the sending test (bet 
you didn't do that) with a bug. I used a slide rule to perform
the calculations on the written exam. Does it then follow that 
you are inferior to me?

If you have an issue with the operating habits of _some new hams_, 
let's talk about it. But let's not take the bigot's shortcut and
dump all the blame on no-coders. I hear my fellow Extra-class hams 
on 14.313 MHz and it makes me shudder. If lack of a code test is 
an indicator of lid-dom, how do you explain them?

If hams don't hang together, no-code and code, CW and data,
voice and video, we are going to hang together. Mark my words.

Jim, KR1S


--
jkearman@arrl.org


>
>Tony
>_______________________________________________________________________
>        o      o  Tony Pelliccio, KD1NR, Control Op 441.750+, ARRL VE
>         \    /   system @ garlic.sbs.com                Soon W5YI VE
>          \__/
>   _______(oo)    Cow humor. Sort of like the Far Side.
>  /|  ___  \/
> / | {MTV}||      MoooTV - Rockin' Bumpin' and Funkin' into the 90's
>*  ||{___}||
>   ||-----||      (And people thought my last .sig was long, ha!)
>   ^^     ^^ __________________________________________________________
>    
>

------------------------------

Date: Fri, 23 Jul 1993 16:31:20 GMT
From: news.cerf.net!crash!newshub.nosc.mil!dog.ee.lbl.gov!overload.lbl.gov!agate!howland.reston.ans.net!noc.near.net!news.bbn.com!petra!popovich@network.ucsd.edu
Subject: Policy of Reverse Autopatches, anything new?
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

>In article <22kctaINN6ua@bashful.isi.com> jerry@isi.com (Jerry Gardner x323) writes:
>>Specifically, can one order pizza using a reverse autopatch? :-)
>
>   Only if the delivery person is instructed to deliver it upside-down and
>walk backwards to the point of delivery.  :-)

Have you ordered a pizza lately?  They USUALLY arrive upside-down, and
I swear they must drive the whole distance in reverse, then walk
backwards to your door, because I can't figure out how else they could
take so long. :-)

------------------------------

Date: Sat, 24 Jul 1993 04:32:45 GMT
From: anomaly.sbs.com!kd1hz@uunet.uu.net
Subject: References for Code vs. No-Code Debate 82-90
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

ehare@arrl.org (Ed Hare - KA1CV) writes:

>In the late 80s, we responded to a
>growing trend to support the no-code license, and ultimately supported
>a no-code license. 

I see no evidence of a "growing trend" to support the no-clue license.
Perhaps you have some statistical evidence to support this claim?


MD

------------------------------

Date: 24 Jul 93 18:05:38 GMT
From: ogicse!emory!kd4nc!ke4zv!gary@network.ucsd.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <22kbdiINN6ta@bashful.isi.com>, <1993Jul22.102709.6048@ke4zv.uucp>, <1993Jul22.212312.10186@Csli.Stanford.EDU>
Reply-To : gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman)
Subject : Re: Give a VE $5.60, walk

In article <1993Jul22.212312.10186@Csli.Stanford.EDU> paulf@Csli.Stanford.EDU (Paul Flaherty) writes:
>In <1993Jul22.102709.6048@ke4zv.uucp> gary@ke4zv.uucp (Gary Coffman) writes:
>
>>Since Morse operation is now a minor part of amateur
>>radio, like other specialty operating modes such as ATV, RTTY,
>>AMTOR, etc, it's continued testing as a separate element that
>>determines your entire pass fail chance for a particular license
>>class, is excessive.
>
>A logical statement.
>
>However, once again, you've failed to prove your premise; in particular, 
>failed to demonstrate that CW is used by the average US amateur on HF no
>more frequently than ATV, RTTY, AMTOR, or any other "specialty mode".
>This premise has been made repeatedly, and not rejoindered to demonstrations
>to the contrary.  Repetition does not equate to fact.

I've quoted the ARRL's poll results of Novice licensees. I've reported
informal poll results at general interest amateur club meetings. I've
reported my unscientific band counts. All say CW is a minority use 
among US amateurs. You've yet to show any polling or surveying that
says that it is the majority use. 

I visit lots of ham shacks every year. Even Extras seem to appreciate
my help in solving knotty RF problems. Yet I observe fewer and fewer
code keys each year, and many that I do see are not connected to
radios. Instead, many are in glass cases in the amateur's personal
antique radio collection. It's likely that a near majority of US
amateurs own nothing but an HT, and unlike Radio Shack Space Patrol
HTs, those don't even have Morse embossed on the front cover. I'm 
not talking about just no code Techs either. A majority of amateurs
still are ones who passed a Morse exam. Yet I contend that a majority
don't use Morse routinely. My unscientific feeling is that it's a
specialized mode practiced regularly by less than 10% of licensed
amateurs.

Gary
-- 
Gary Coffman KE4ZV          |    You make it,     | gatech!wa4mei!ke4zv!gary
Destructive Testing Systems |    we break it.     | uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv!gary
534 Shannon Way             |    Guaranteed!      | emory!kd4nc!ke4zv!gary 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244     |                     | 

------------------------------

Date: 24 Jul 93 17:29:50 GMT
From: ogicse!emory!kd4nc!ke4zv!gary@network.ucsd.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <22kbdiINN6ta@bashful.isi.com>, <1993Jul22.102709.6048@ke4zv.uucp>, <22mubtINN751@bashful.isi.com>
Reply-To : gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman)
Subject : Re: Give a VE $5.60, walk

In article <22mubtINN751@bashful.isi.com> jerry@isi.com (Jerry Gardner x323) writes:
>
>Of course, there will always be those who feel that *any* part of any
>possible ham radio license exam is irrelevant and not proportional. 
>Why must be make the tests simpler anyway? Just to attract a bunch
>of yahoos who are too lazy to study? I'm sure I'm not the only one
>who prefers quality over quantity.

*I* certainly don't want the tests to be simpler. I *would* like them
to be more knowledge based rather than dominated by a rote mechanical
skill left over from Western Union's early days. I'd be delighted to
see more of the circuit analysis questions that used to be common
on the tests. I'd like to see more questions requiring understanding
of and application of the basic radio equations. I'd like to see
more questions on electrical safety and wiring and grounding practices.
Of course some straight memorization is required, the radio regulations
have no underlying basic equations you can use to derive them at will.
You just have to memorize the band edges, power limits, and the like.
But the ideal is to keep rote mechanistic memorization to a minimum. 
Memorizing the Morse Code is one of the first things that could go in 
my opinion.

>And don't give me that nonsense about having large numbers is the only
>way to save our bands. Who really thinks our bands will be safe just
>because they're populated with millions of drivilling idiots?

Numbers aren't everything, but consider 11 meters. Do you seriously
think it's politically *possible* to shut it down? Too many *voters*
use it today. Any politician attempting to take 11 meters from the
CBers would be dead meat at the next election. Now I don't want
ham radio to become CB like in it's operating practices, but I'd
certainly love to have 3 to 15 *million* voters whose agenda was
to protect *their* amateur radio bands.

Politicians pay attention to only two things, votes and money.
Amateur radio doesn't have much of either, and consequently
doesn't have a lot of clout in Washington. Puffing about public
service benefits in these days of cellphones and flyaway earth
stations doesn't cut much mustard. Bragging about trained
operators in a day where ALE is a Federal standard about to
be turned into hardware, and even the Coast Guard has abandoned
Morse, is stretching mighty thin. And while a few do advance the 
state of the radio art, it's contentless DX contesters and traffic 
jam commuters who dominate amateur operating. If we want to retain 
our bands so that the few can continue to push the art, and so 
another few can continue to supply free communications to event 
sponsors too cheap to rent cellphones, and so that the majority 
can collect postal cards or rant above everyone else's bad driving, 
what else but numbers is going to work?

Gary
-- 
Gary Coffman KE4ZV          |    You make it,     | gatech!wa4mei!ke4zv!gary
Destructive Testing Systems |    we break it.     | uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv!gary
534 Shannon Way             |    Guaranteed!      | emory!kd4nc!ke4zv!gary 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244     |                     | 

------------------------------

Date: 24 Jul 93 16:34:35 GMT
From: ogicse!emory!wa4mei!ke4zv!gary@network.ucsd.edu
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

References <22kag8INN6se@bashful.isi.com>, <1993Jul22.101218.5958@ke4zv.uucp>, <22mu1rINN74g@bashful.isi.com>
Reply-To : gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman)
Subject : Re: Give a VE $5.60, walk

In article <22mu1rINN74g@bashful.isi.com> jerry@isi.com (Jerry Gardner x323) writes:
>
>Ok, but what are you going to do when the problem turns out to be a bad
>custom IC? You won't be able to go down to Radio Shack for a replacement.

Radio Shack is not the supplier of first resort for most people. In the
case of custom ICs, you do exactly what the factory depot shops do, you
get on the phone to the main office and have one Fedexed in. All the
ham manufacturers will sell to individuals. Now if you've got some
poor orphan piece of equipment, you do what the repair depot guys do,
you punt and toss it in the trash.

Gary

-- 
Gary Coffman KE4ZV          |    You make it,     | gatech!wa4mei!ke4zv!gary
Destructive Testing Systems |    we break it.     | uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv!gary
534 Shannon Way             |    Guaranteed!      | emory!kd4nc!ke4zv!gary 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244     |                     | 

------------------------------

End of Ham-Policy Digest V93 #255
******************************
